257 General Issues of Method1
Despite the distinct advantages of the large and well-executed CLMS and NLS samples, there are several serious deficiencies in the data. First and foremost, neither data set is a true experimental sample which randomly sorts youths into participant and control groups. As a result, comparison groups must be constructed by a "matching" procedure using demographic variables and preprogram earnings. For the CLMS, a comparison group was drawn from Current Population Survey data and for NLS, a comparison group was drawn from nonparticipants within the sample itself.
However, for reasons discussed in greater detail in the final section of this appendix, these synthetic "control" groups are not entirely adequate. For the one empirical study for which there is explicit evidence, it was found that participants appeared to be more disadvantaged than nonparticipants in ways that could not be "matched" with the available data. As a result estimates of net program impact were downwardly biased.
Information on several key variables is missing in one or another of the samples.  In particular, lack of location data in the CLMS makes it impossible to take account of variations across local labor markets or to assess the site-specific component of the variance in outcomes. Furthermore, the matching CPS file fails to record either participation in CETA or subsequent schooling.  These deficiencies can lead to under-estimates of the overall impact of CETA participation (note 1).
Finally, the analyses of these data frequently ignore the fact that both the NLS and the CLMS have complex sample designs. The variances for estimates derived from such designs can differ considerably from
1For the CLMS analyses, further problems are posed by deficiencies in the Information available from the CPS files used in matching. First, many CPS youths will have been enrolled in CETA programs themselves, but neither the CPS nor the accompanying SSA files records such participation.  SRI estimates these cumulative probabilities over the period of 1975 to 1978 to be:  12.2 percent for adult men, 14.9 percent for adult women, 31.1 percent for young men, and 30.7 percent for young women. Second, time spent in school is not recorded for the CPS sample during the postprogram period. As a result, net impacts can only be estimated for earnings. However, if CETA graduates are more likely than others to seek further education, this will also tend to result in lower earnings for them in the first and second postprogram years, at least. Not only will a negative earnings impact be accentuated, but there will be no record of what is considered an additional, positive impact of CETA, that is a return to school on the part of dropouts or other highly disadvantaged groups. The Urban Institute has found, for example, that negative findings for youths in classroom training may be associated with their increased time spent in school in postprogram years. Such data limitations thus convey an overly negative impression of the impact of the program.

